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ATTACHMENT 1 

Introduction to Systemic Corrective Actions and 
Restructuring Requirements for Baltimore City 
Public Schools  
 
 
In 1989, the Governor’s Commission on School Performance issued a call to action to 
Maryland educators based on three premises: 

• All children can learn.  
• All children have the right to attend schools in which they can progress and learn. 
• All children shall have a real opportunity to learn equally rigorous content. 

 
For too many children in the Baltimore City Public School System (BCPSS), those three 
imple, basic premises have been broken promises. s

 
 
BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 
In 1994, the State Board of Education began to identify failing schools and move them 
through a process of school improvement.  These schools were termed “reconstitution-
eligible.”  That year, two high schools in BCPSS were identified as reconstitution-eligible —  
Frederick Douglass and Patterson.  By 1999, 83 schools in BCPSS had been identified as 
reconstitution-eligible schools. 
 
With the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the school improvement process 
took on new structure and terminology.  Benchmarks of progress and student achievement 
— Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) — are set.  Each school and each school system is 
expected to make AYP in reading and math each year.  Under the No Child Left Behind Act, 
each elementary and middle school is also expected to meet the attendance rate standard, 
which in Maryland is set at 94%.  COMAR 13A.01.04.05(A).  Moreover, a high school is 
expected to meet graduation rate standards, see 20 U.S.C. § 6311(a)(2)(C)(vi), which in 
Maryland is set at 90%.   
 
If a school does not meet these standards, it is identified as a “school in improvement.”  At 
the most extreme end of the school improvement process is a school in restructuring 
implementation.1  When a school reaches this stage, the local school system must develop 
an alternative governance plan. COMAR 13A.01.04.07(c). Alternative governance options 
include reopening as a charter school; replacing all or most of the staff; or entering a contract 
with a third party to operate the school. COMAR 13A.01.04.07. Today, BCPSS has 54 
schools in restructuring implementation.  Nine more schools are on their way through the 
restructuring planning process.  
 
In Maryland, high schools face additional achievement requirements.  For the freshman class 
entering in the fall of 2005, in order to receive a high school diploma, a student must pass 
the Maryland High School Assessments (HSA) in algebra/data analysis, biology, English 2, 
and government.  COMAR 13A.03.02.09(B)(4).  Needless to say, the stakes are high for high 
school students. 
 
                                                           
1A school moves from improvement into corrective action if it continues to fail to meet AYP, attendance, or 
graduation standards.  COMAR 13A.01.04.07.  A school that, after one year in corrective action, does not 
meet AYP in reading and math or the attendance or graduation rate standards, becomes a school in 
restructuring.   
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Yet, today BCPSS has ten of its high schools in restructuring implementation, two of 
them are Frederick Douglass and Patterson, the first schools identified in 1994 as 
reconstitution-eligible.  Northwestern High School has been in reconstitution/restructuring 
since 1996, and Southwestern High School since 1997.  After twelve years, student 
achievement today in those high schools remains extremely low. 
 

AYP DATA 2005 

School Name Subgroup Reading  
% Proficient 

Math  
% 
Proficient 

Attendance 
Rate 

Graduation 
Rate  

Frederick Douglass ALL 15.8 3.5 81.3 64.69 

Patterson ALL 18.5 9.9 81.1 83.20 

Northwestern ALL 21.0 6.6 80.4 77.57 

Southwestern ALL 8.9 1.6 70.3 35.61 

 
Those numbers mean that students on the average in these high schools are absent 36 
days per year. For Southwestern, those numbers mean that for the freshman class of 2005, 
99 students out of a hundred will not pass the HSAs either because they cannot read 
proficiently or because they do not understand math concepts. 
 

% PASSING HIGH SCHOOL ASSESSMENT 2005 

School Name English Biology Government Algebra  

Frederick Douglass 15.7 1.4 11.1 4.8 

Patterson 15.9 15.7 31.4 10.1 

Northwestern 17.8 10.6 20.4 8.8 

Southwestern  8.3 3.6 12.8 3.5 

 
In these high schools, with rare exception, 80-90% of the students have failed the 
HSAs. For these high school students, there is no more time to wait for improvement to 
occur. Similarly, the middle schools in BCPSS are in crisis. Twenty of the middle 
schools are in some phase of restructuring. Fifteen are in restructuring 
implementation. Seven of the middle schools (named in the chart on the next page) have 
been in reconstitution/restructuring for ten or more years. 
 

AYP DATA 2005 
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School Name Sub Group Reading  
% Proficient 

Math  
% Proficient 

Attendance Rate 

Calverton ALL 27.5 4.9 79.4 

Chinquapin ALL 48.1 22.0 93.7 

Diggs Johnson ALL 32.7 17.1 85.4 

Hamilton ALL 37.7 18.0 81.4 

William H. Lemmel ALL 41.3 21.9 92.1 

Thurgood Marshall ALL 23.5 4.3 84.4 

Roland Patterson ALL 27.2 15.9 80.5 

 
These data mean that most of those middle school students will not be prepared for 
high school, will likely not pass the HSAs, and will not graduate.   
 
Not only are those individual schools in the most extreme stage of the school improvement 
process, the whole Baltimore City School System has been a “System in Corrective 
Action” since July 2003.  COMAR 13A.01.04.08(B). The State Board mandated six 
corrective actions. They were: (1) conduct a curriculum audit and align BCPSS curriculum; 
(2) align professional development to curriculum; (3) develop a plan to meet the highly 
qualified teacher requirement by 2005-2006 school year; (4) enact a principal evaluation 
system; (5) establish a special district for low-performing middle schools; (6) establish a 
special district for a pre-kindergarten to grade 12 feeder cluster.  After two years, BCPSS 
fully implemented only one of the corrective actions — the principal evaluation.  
Student achievement across the whole system remains the lowest in the State.  
 
 

BCPSS 2005 HIGH SCHOOL ASSESSMENT DATA: % PASSING 

English Biology Government Algebra 

BCPSS State BCPSS State BCPSS State  BCPSS State 

34.6 57.3 29.3 57.6 43.5 66.4 20.7 53.8 
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BCPSS 2005 MARYLAND SCHOOL ASSESSMENT DATA:  
% AT PROFICIENT LEVEL OR HIGHER 

 Reading Math 

 BCPSS State BCPSS State 

Grade 3 61.0 75.9 56.5 76.8 

Grade 4 65.0 81.0 53.6 76.5 

Grade 5 57.6 74.3 48.5 69.2 

Grade 6 45.7 70.3 28.4 60.1 

Grade 7 39.7 67.2 18.4 55.4 

Grade 8 40.0 66.4 19.5 51.7 

 
These numbers translate into too many children who cannot read or do math with proficiency 
in BCPSS.  This means more aggressive State action, especially at the middle and 
high school levels, must occur if students are to have any opportunity to be 
successful. 
 
 
 
What can this Board do? 
Over the course of the last six or seven years, both federal and state laws have shifted 
significant responsibilities to the State Education Agency to take the lead to improve 
local educational programs and student achievement, if a school system cannot do it 
itself.  It is not just the No Child Left Behind Act, 20 U.S.C. § 6311, that imposes those 
responsibilities on this State Board, but state law does as well. 
 
The State Board’s increased responsibility for school system performance in Maryland arises 
from the specific powers granted to the State Superintendent of Schools under the state 
statute mandating the development of Master Plans. The Master Plan process is to be 
focused on strategies to improve student achievement. Md. Educ. Code Ann. § 5-401(b).  
State law gives the State Department of Education the responsibility to review each Master 
Plan and Update to judge whether it will actually have the effect of improving student 
achievement. Id. § 5-401(f) & (i). If a school system fails to demonstrate progress toward 
improving student achievement and meeting State performance standards, the State 
Superintendent is empowered to direct the school system to make specific revisions to the 
Master Plan. Id. § 5-401(i).   
 
The power to direct specific revisions to the Master Plan is but one source of authority this 
Board has to support its actions here today. A second source of authority arises under the 
School Improvement Process. There are four stages to the School Improvement Process:  
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1) school in improvement; 2) school in corrective action; 3) school in restructuring/planning; 
4) school in restructuring/implementation. At each stage of the School Improvement Process, 
the school and the local school system are responsible for designing and implementing 
strategies to improve curricula, teacher quality, and student achievement. If the schools and 
local systems are not able to do so, this Board has the responsibility to step in. See U.S.C. § 
6316(b)(14)(B) and COMAR 13A.01.04.07(D)(8).   
 
A third source of legal authority exists here because BCPSS is a School System in 
Corrective Action. COMAR 13A.01.04.08. When a school system is in corrective action, the 
State Board is required by law to direct the system to take specific actions. See 20 U.S.C. § 
6316(b)(14)(B) and COMAR 13A.01.04.08(B). 
   
The Department has set forth in regulation the types of corrective actions that are 
appropriate in these situations. The types of mandatory corrective actions are: 

a) Defer, reduce, or redirect State and federal programmatic and administrative funds 
including per pupil funding; 

b) Order the local school system to institute and fully implement a new curriculum 
aligned with the voluntary State curriculum that is based on State and local 
academic content and achievement standards, including high quality professional 
development based on scientifically based research; 

c) Order the local school system to replace school principals and executive officers 
who are relevant to the failure to make AYP with qualified personnel approved by 
the State Board and the State Superintendent of Schools; 

d) Remove particular schools from the direct control of the local school board and 
establish alternative arrangements for public governance and supervision of such 
schools; 

e) Order a reorganization of the local school system as approved by the State Board 
and the State Superintendent of Schools that groups specified schools under the 
direct supervision of an executive officer approved by the State Superintendent of 
Schools who reports directly to the local school superintendent or chief executive 
officer; 

f) Through court proceedings, appoint a receiver or trustee to administer the affairs of 
the local school system in place of the superintendent and school board; or 

g) With legislative authorization, abolish or restructure the local school system. 
 
COMAR 13A.01.04.08(B)(3). 

 
In short, there is an abundance of statutory legal authority to support the actions this 
Board may decide to take here.  Moreover, a confluence of those statutory and regulatory 
provisions presents an opportunity to MSDE staff and this Board to layer together the Master 
Plan process, the Schools in Improvement Process, and the School System in Corrective 
Action process, and recommend comprehensive, cohesive, and decisive actions that may 
egin to fulfill the promise and enforce the belief that: b 

1. All children in the Baltimore City School System can learn. 
2. All children in the Baltimore City School System have a right to attend 

schools in which they can progress and learn. 
3. All children in the Baltimore City School System shall have a real 

opportunity to learn equally rigorous content.  
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Report of the Review Panel 
for the Baltimore City Public School System 
(BCPSS) Master Plan Update Resubmission 

 
 
In exchange for increased, flexible funding for public schools, the Bridge to Excellence in 
Public Schools Act requires all Maryland school systems to submit to the Maryland State 
Board of Education a Master Plan that details how the school system will improve the 
achievement of all students and close achievement gaps. The Act also requires school 
systems to submit each year a Master Plan Annual Update. An independent Review Panel 
thoroughly reviews these plans and submits recommendations to the State Superintendent, 
who shares the plans and her recommendations with the State Board. The State Board 
ultimately decides whether to approve a school system’s Master Plan and/or Annual Update. 
 
Baltimore City has an approved Master Plan. However, its 2005 Annual Update has yet to be 
approved (see next section). This Report presents the results of the Review Panel’s 
deliberations in terms of its findings and its consensus recommendation to the State 
Superintendent on the BCPSS 2005 Master Plan Annual Update Resubmission.   
 
 
What events preceded this report? 
 
October 2005 BCPSS submits its Master Plan Annual Update.  
 
 The Master Plan Review Panel thoroughly reviews the Master Plan 

Annual Update and recommends that it not be approved. 
 
December 2005 The State Board of Education votes to not approve the Master Plan 

Annual Update. 
 
 The State Superintendent of Schools outlines the Panel’s findings in 

a letter (Attachment 2A) to BCPSS CEO Bonnie Copeland and 
directs BCPSS to revise and resubmit its Master Plan Annual Update 
on March 1, 2006.  

 
March 2006 BCPSS resubmits its Annual Update. The Master Plan Review Panel 

members (Attachment 2B) conduct their independent review and 
identify findings and recommendations.  

 
 
How did the Panel conduct its review? 
 
On March 1, 2006, BCPSS submitted its second 2005 Annual Update. Members of the 
Review Panel began their independent review of the document on March 2, 2006, and met 
formally on March 7, 2006, as a panel to identify findings and recommendations. A list of the 
members can be located in Attachment 2B. 
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The Review Panel examined the resubmitted Annual Update referencing:   

1) the December 2, 2005, letter detailing deficiencies in the original 2005 Annual 
Update submission; and  

2) the “Guidance on Completing the 2005 Annual Update to the Bridge to Excellence 
Master Plan.”   

 
Panel membership was expanded beyond the panelists who participated in the review of the 
original 2005 Annual Update Submission. The additional panelists had specific expertise in 
school improvement and school system administration, as well as content expertise.  
 
 
What was the Review Panel’s overall impression of the BCPSS 
Resubmitted Annual Update? 
 
The Review Panel wishes to acknowledge that BCPSS’s resubmitted Annual Update 
represents an extraordinary amount of work on the part of BCPSS. The resubmission 
addresses most of the areas of concern noted in the December 2 letter to Dr. Copeland, and 
it is better organized, now taking the form of an action plan that allows BCPSS more 
flexibility in format and content. The Review Panel also commends BCPSS for including in 
the resubmission frank discussions of student performance that acknowledge the urgency of 
the situation.  
 
In its resubmission, BCPSS analyzed student performance and past actions and strategies 
delineated in Master Plan II and the 2003 approved Corrective Action Plan. That BCPSS 
analysis required 110 pages and did not represent a superficial or cursory effort. Based on 
the analysis done, BCPSS then enumerated on 317 more pages the actions and strategies 
that needed to be undertaken. BCPSS was primarily concerned with resolving student 
performance and staffing problems that have developed over a period of time. The Review 
Panel carefully weighed the analyses done by BCPSS and concluded that the breadth 
of actions and strategies suggested would require resource capacity beyond what 
could be expected of any school system anywhere. Thus, while acknowledging the 
hard work that was done to create this resubmitted 2005 Master Plan Update, the 
Review Panel cannot recommend its approval. 
 
 
What were the Panel’s findings? 
 
Overall  

1. The resubmission is a significant improvement over the first submission. 
BCPSS conducted a thoughtful, thorough analysis of student performance and 
past actions and strategies, then used this analysis to draft new actions and 
strategies aimed at improving long-standing staffing problems and deficiencies in 
achievement.  

 
2. Nearly 48% of the strategies and actions proposed and agreed to by 

BCPSS in previous documents have been either not implemented fully or 
not implemented at all.   
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3. The additional actions and strategies proposed in the resubmission are 
unrealistic in light of the fact that the school system has been unable to 
fully implement strategies in the past.   

 
4. Critical actions and strategies reflected a “research, plan, develop” 

approach rather than an “implement, modify, and refine” approach.  The 
Review Panel was deeply concerned with the amount of time that a “research, 
plan, develop” approach would take and what it would mean for quality student 
learning. It is noted, however, that the resubmission represented a thoughtful 
approach to curriculum issues. 

 
5. The plan needs to identify specific timelines for the implementation of 

actions and strategies and assign positions, rather than names, that are 
responsible for the implementation as well as have measurable 
benchmarks to evaluate implementation and effectiveness.  

 
6. The strategy proposed by BCPSS to close schools that have been in 

restructuring implementation for more than three years and have not made 
satisfactory progress toward AYP was not clear.  Several key questions were 
not answered: What are the specific plans that would be put forward for schools?  
What does BCPSS consider “satisfactory progress toward meeting AYP”?  
Beyond the act of school closure, how are the instructional needs of students 
going to be met?  What happens to staff?  

 
 

Organization 
7. The plan lacks a comprehensive leadership development program directed 

at the training of future school and central office administrators. 
 
8. The current “area academic office” structure decentralizes decision 

making, which seems to have adversely affected the system’s ability to 
effectively plan and implement programs with consistency and fidelity.   

 
9. There continues to be a lack of specific actions that will occur at the school 

level.  The resubmission was better organized and included an honest 
discussion of student performance data. It was often difficult to determine what 
specific, school-based actions were going to occur. With nearly half of BCPSS 
schools identified for School Improvement, Corrective Action, or Restructuring, 
and with the achievement barriers that continue to stand in the way of students 
receiving special education, it is critical to define the actions that will be taken at 
the school level.  

 
 
Instruction 

10. The actions and strategies proposed to address the lack of highly qualified 
teachers are not sufficient.  Problems in this area include: 

 Overemphasizing recruitment while underemphasizing retention in 
addressing the dearth of highly qualified staff. BCPSS should adopt 
practices used with success in other Maryland school systems for the 
retention of existing highly qualified teachers.  

 Placing an unrealistic professional development burden on core 
subject teachers.  BCPSS has the highest percentage of core academic 
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subject classes not taught by highly qualified teachers in Maryland.  The 
resubmission proposes that teachers in grades kindergarten through 3 
participate in professional development reading, math, social studies, 
science, differentiated instruction, behavior management, and more.  For 
instance, the resubmitted Annual Update does not address how long 
these teachers would be out of their classrooms, and overestimates the 
number of new techniques that staff can absorb and implement.  

 Lacking a system-wide effort to schedule those teachers that are 
highly qualified into their areas of qualification and reduce the 
number of out-of-field teaching placements. 

 
11. BCPSS continues to lack core programs in grades 4 though 8 in both 

reading and mathematics.  Since other school systems in Maryland have 
aligned curricula with supplemental materials of instruction and with the 
benchmarks needed to measure student progress, the Review Panel 
recommends that BCPSS collaborate with these systems to bring immediate 
strength and alignment to its curricula and enable the immediate implementation 
of effective curricula for the 2006-2007 school year. 

 
12. In addition to reading and mathematics, BCPSS has not aligned all other  

K-8 curricula to the Voluntary State Curriculum.  At a minimum the Panel was 
concerned about the NCLB requirement for science assessment in 2007.   
BCPSS students will be disadvantaged without an aligned K-8 science 
curriculum. 

 
13. BCPSS has not completed the alignment for the High School Assessments 

subject areas. The 9th grade class that entered Maryland Public Schools in fall 
2005 must pass the High School Assessments. If the alignment is not completed 
immediately, another entering class will not have the full benefits of aligned 
curricula. 

 
14. The plan does not address serious deficiencies in the Career Technology 

Education program in the areas of professional development, staffing, 
accountability, and instructional technology.  

 
 
School Safety and Climate 

15. The plan does not address several issues supporting school safety, 
including:  

 Implementing comprehensive violence prevention strategies. 

 Assigning responsibility at the central office level for maintaining and 
verifying student records.  

 Establishing a comprehensive method of mutual communication among 
parents, the community, schools, and the central office.  

 
16. Climate surveys are being used in many schools, but there is no evidence 

of assistance to schools on the analysis and interpretation of school climate 
data and how it may be used in school improvement efforts. 
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17. It was unclear how trained and fully staffed student services teams would 
be established in each school and how they would function. Student 
services teams would help fulfill the COMAR mandate that all students have 
access to a coordinated program of student services that includes counseling, 
health services, school psychology, and pupil personnel.  

 
 
High School Graduation and Student Support 

18. BCPSS lacks a tracking process to monitor and inform counselors, 
teachers, students, and staff of each student not passing a High School 
Assessment.  Further, the process should inform students and parents of 
requirements needed to obtain their high school degree. 

 
19. The plan did not address how all high school counselors would be trained 

in the Maryland Graduation Requirements ensuring that students would be 
properly advised on what they need to graduate.    

 
 

20. BCPSS is using an MSDE non-approved credit-recovery program; thus, 
students enrolled in this program cannot receive credits toward their 
diplomas, which they believe they are earning.  Such programs will consume 
student and staff time, drain fiscal resources, and not award a single graduation 
credit to a student.  BCPSS must use credit-awarding, credit-recovery programs 
so that the BCPSS high school students can earn diplomas like their 
counterparts in the rest of Maryland. 

 
 
Technical Reviews 

21. BCPSS did not address its failure to notify parents of students in Title I 
schools when a student’s class is taught for four weeks or more by a 
teacher who is not highly qualified. This concern, identified in the December 2 
letter to BCPSS, was not addressed in the resubmission. 

 
22. Two technical errors were found in the resubmission: one in Fine Arts and 

one in Title I. Technical reviewers are working with BCPSS to resolve these 
issues.  

 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The Review Panel again would like to recognize the time and effort put forth by 
BCPSS to produce a significantly improved 2005 Annual Update. BCPSS carefully 
analyzed the current situation and prepared an ambitious set of actions and strategies to 
improve achievement across the school system.  
 
In fact, these actions and strategies are so ambitious—essentially attempting more than five 
years’ work in just two years—that they exceed the school system’s capacity, rendering the 
resubmission unrealistic and impractical. Although bold actions are required, actions beyond 
the capacity of BCPSS to implement will only lead to more situations where actions and 
strategies are not implemented. Based on its findings, the Review Panel cannot 
recommend approval of the resubmission. 
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However, rather than directing BCPSS to submit a third 2005 Annual Update, the 
Review Panel recommends the school system be directed to submit a new, two-year 
Master Plan by October 2006.  The new plan would span the 2006–2007 and 2007–2008 
school years. The Panel believes that allowing BCPSS time to craft a new strategic plan—
one that targets immediate and future needs with defined strategies and timelines—would 
more effectively and efficiently advance progress in BCPSS than reworking a plan that is not 
realizing its intended effect. BCPSS already has an approved Master Plan II, and the school 
system has expressed the desire to significantly revise it. The resubmitted Annual Update 
would serve as a valuable starting point in the creation of the new, two-year Master Plan. 
The Review Panel encourages BCPSS to build on the strengths of the resubmission and to 
use this Report to address the problems identified by the Review Panel. 
 
Several of the findings have special urgency. Critical instruction curricula are missing or 
incomplete and may not be in place by fall 2006. Moreover, critical training programs are 
needed.  
 
BCPSS is the only school system in the State of Maryland in Corrective Action. The 
Review Panel believes that those findings identified as needing urgent and immediate 
attention must be addressed prior to the beginning of the next school year. This can be 
achieved through a Corrective Action directive to BCPSS by the State Board of Education.  
 
Therefore, the Review Panel recommends the three actions below:  
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTIONS 
 

1. The resubmitted 2005 Master Plan Update by the Baltimore City Public School 
System is not approved. 

2. The Baltimore City Public School System is directed to submit a new Master Plan in 
October 2006 that covers school years 2006 – 2007 and 2007 – 2008, and that 
addresses the findings in this Report. 

3. Baltimore City is directed to take interim actions to address the urgent findings in this 
report. These interim actions will take form in the Baltimore City Corrective Actions 
currently before the State Board. 
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Baltimore City Public Schools 
Master Plan Annual Update Resubmission 

 
Review Panel Members & Attendees 

 
Panel Members - External to MSDE Affiliation 

Mary Blakely Retired Principal from St. Mary's County 
Charlene Cooper-Boston Superintendent of Wicomico County 

Barry Gelsinger Director, State and Federal School Improvement Compliance 
for Carroll County 

Elizabeth Morgan Superintendent of Washington County 

Ronald Thomas Lecturer, Instructional Leadership and Professional 
Development at Towson University 

Panel Leaders - MSDE Responsibility 

Thomas Rhoades Director, Office of Comprehensive Planning and School 
Support and serving as co-facilitator of the Review Panel 

Bess Rose Specialist, Research and Evaluation and serving as co-
facilitator of the Review Panel 

Kim Bobola Coordinator, Comprehensive Planning and serving as process 
observer and recorder 

Other MSDE Panel Members Title/Division or Office 

Rosemary Bitzel Regional Coordinator 
Division of Career Technology and Adult Learning 

Chuck Buckler Director, Student Services and Alternative Programs Branch 
Division of Student and School Services 

JoAnne Carter Assistant State Superintendent  
Division of Student and School Services 

Ann Chafin Director, Program Improvement and Family Support Branch  
Division of Student and School Services 

George Failla Education Program Specialist 
Division of Special Education/Early Intervention Services 

Donna Gunning Staff Specialist, Division of Business Services 
Elizabeth Kameen Principal Counsel, Office of Legal Counsel 

Kim Lewis Program Manager, Program Admin. and Staff Development 
Division of Special Education/Early Intervention Services 

John McGinnis Specialist, Pupil Personnel 
Division of Student and School Services 

Elizabeth Neal Program Approval Specialist 
Division of Certification and Accreditation 

Jessie Pollack Education Coordinator, Evaluation and Research        
Division of Business Services 

Fred Prumo Coordinator, Professional Development (Secondary) 
Division of Instruction 

Pete Singleton Specialist, Tobacco Prevention and Special Initiatives 
Division of Student and School Services 

John Smeallie Assistant State Superintendent  
Division of Certification and Accreditation 

Dixie Stack 
Director of Curriculum  
Office of Instruction and Academic Acceleration 
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Invited Attendees Affiliation 

John Cox Superintendent’s Designee for Entensive Management and 
Capacity Improvement Team (IMCI) Team 

Harry Fogel Director of Instruction/Student Accountability for Entensive 
Management and Capacity Improvement Team (IMCI) Team 
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2006 Systemic Corrective Actions for  
Baltimore City Public School System 

 

In July 2003, the Maryland State Board of Education declared BCPSS to be a “System in Corrective Action” 
and issued six actions that were required of BCPSS because of this status.  These actions were, in many 
cases, not completed or fully implemented.  Because of the persistent concerns about low academic 
performance in BCPSS schools and continuation of the Corrective Action designation, the State now must 
issue new corrective action measures. These actions are in five areas:  Instruction, Leadership, School 
Safety, Low-Performing Schools, and High School Graduation and Student Support. These directives are 
compatible with those issued through the Master Planning process.  Some actions assist with capacity 
building; others enhance the system’s current capacity by bringing in expertise from outside the system.  
 

Instruction 

• By August 2006, BCPSS will adopt and implement two grade 6-8 curricula—
reading/English/language arts and mathematics—and four high school 

gy, government and English 2.  curricula—algebra/data analysis, biolo
This adoption and implementation must include: 
o A curriculum with demonstrated success in another Maryland school district, 

tudents and teachers, o The acquisition of sufficient materials of instruction for all s
o Appropriate formative and benchmark assessments, and 
o Aligned and MSDE approved professional development that provides the teachers with the 

information necessary to adequately implement the program. [NOTE:  Any other professional 
development targeted to these educators must align with and support and therefore not interfere 
with, distract from, or supersede the focus of this professional development.] 

BCPSS must hire an independent evaluator to monitor the implementation o
the Master Plan. This work must include attention to the vertical articulation and alignment of 
existing and new BCPSS curricula.  The time period for the evaluator would be from as soon as 
possible t

• f 

o fill through October 2007.  Further, MSDE shall have approval over the RFP before its 
release. 

 
 
 
 

Leadership 

• 
plete by 

• 
for all BCPSS principals in schools at any level of

BCPSS is directed to evaluate and, as necessary, replace the Area Academic 
Officers (AAOs) relevant to the failure to make AYP. This action must be com
June 1, 2006  

By August 2006, AAOs will work with the Divisions of Instruction and 
Leadership Development at MSDE to design a customized leadership program 

 School Improvement to be implemented during the 
2006-07 school year. 

 

 
 

Adopt new middle and high school curricula in specified 
subjects. 

 Hire independent evaluator. 
 
 

Evaluate and, as necessary, replace AAOs relevan
the failure 

t to  
to make AYP. 

 AAO to work with MSDE to customize leadership 
program. 
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School Safety 

• t 
 

 with Sheppard Pratt Health Systems, Johns Hopkins Center for the Prevention of Youth 
Violence or a comparable, MSDE approved entity by August 2006. 

 By January 2007, BCPSS will identify students who exhibit chronic, severe, 
and escalating misbehavior. 

 

o

In order to develop a comprehensive training strategy for the school staff tha
will promote positive student behavior and prevent and/or mitigate violence in
schools with a high incidence of office referrals and/or suspensions, BCPSS must enter into a 
partnership

•
BCPSS must implement individual case management for these 

students. 
 
 
 

L w Performing Schools 
Management Structure

• By Ju
tim s
des t and 
that t

o 
ll 
 

y that teachers work in the school year. 

luation of the RIS by the school principal in order to determine whether an RIS is capable 

 
The tw h that 
they m s

 

 will 
role. 

o 

o If non-compliant areas are identified in a 
ncert with th i
nd the Schoo C

the rate (part-time or full-time) t
h school and that the RISs must be paid from local/state dollars 

even if state and federal school improvement funds are delayed or not available. 

ly 2006, MSDE will have identified and BCPSS will have hired two full-
pecialists in school improvement, e reporting to MSDE, whose written job 

 crip ions will establish that they have specific authority to oversee schools in restructuring
 au hority includes: 

Participation on all interview teams for Restructuring Implementation Specialists (RIS). 
o The power to assign or reassign RIS positions to particular schools in order to ensure that a

RIS positions are filled and active on the first day that teachers report to school and continue
their work through the last da

o The power to develop effectiveness measures for RIS to evaluate RIS performance. 
o The power and responsibility for a timely evaluation of the RIS or to direct the timely 

eva
and competent. 

o The power to recommend to the CEO the termination expeditiously of an RIS who is found 
not competent to do the job. 

o school improvement specialists’ job descriptions will also set fort
t: u

o Coordinate with MSDE to develop a professional development program that addresses the
needs of the RIS, principals, and other staff in low performing schools. 

o Design and provide, by November 2006, a professional development activity for RIS that
eir assist them in their job requirements and will enable them to effectively implement th

o Identify all funding sources and other resources received by or available to the low 
performing schools and produce a plan to maximize the use of those funds. 
Evaluate and monitor Title I schools in restructuring to assure that they are in compliance 
with all federal and state laws and regulations governing Title I schools.

Title I school, establish a compliance plan and 
schedule and implement it in co

o We also propose that the CEO a
specialists are to work at 
restructuring plan for eac

e T tle I and Grants Management offices.   
l ommissioners be directed that RIS 

hat is specified in the approved 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

 Hire two full-time specialists in s
improvement. 

chool 

Develop training for school staff on improving school 
safety. 

 Identify students and implement case management. 
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ATTACHMENT 3 

High School Graduation  
and Student Support 

• For the 2006-2007 School Year, the BCPSS is directed to develop Student 
Support Plans at a minimum for all high school students for whom passing the 
High School Assessments is a graduation requirement and who have failed or 
are at risk of failing a High School Assessment. The Student Support Plan must guide 
targeted instruction and inform students and parents about academic status. 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 Develop Student Support Plans for 
students at risk of failing  the HSA. 
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ATTACHMENT 4 
 

2006 Tiered Requirements for Baltimore City 
Public Schools in Restructuring Implementation 

 
1. The following Schools in Restructuring Implementation made Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) in 2005. No additional actions are required of these schools. Our hope is that 
they will make AYP in 2006 and exit School Improvement Status. Meanwhile, they will continue to 
operate under their current, MSDE-approved alternative governance structure—the Restructuring 
Implementation Specialist (RIS), provided the RIS complies with systemwide Corrective Actions.  

 
 

 

Schools in Restructuring Implementation Making AYP in 2005  
School # School Name 
0050 Abbottston Elementary 
0251 Callaway Elementary 
0067 Edgewood Elementary 
0016 Johnston Square Elementary 
0064 Liberty Elementary 
0053 Margaret Brent Elementary 
0219 Yorkwood Elementary 

 
No  

additional 
actions 

required of 
these 

schools. 

 
2. The schools listed below entered School Improvement in 1998 or later. They 

have not made AYP, but they have made positive gains in subgroup areas on the 
MSA. No additional actions are required of these schools. Our hope is that they will continue improving 
and will make AYP. Meanwhile, they will continue to operate under their current, MSDE-approved 
alternative governance structure—the Restructuring Implementation Specialist (RIS), provided the RIS 
complies with systemwide Corrective Actions.  

 
Schools in Improvement Since 1998 or Later AND Making Gains 
School # School Name Elementary (E), Middle (M), Combined (E/M) 

0145 Alexander Hamilton  E 
0217 Belmont  E 
0239 Benjamin Franklin, Jr.  M 
0130 Booker T. Washington  M 
0159 Cherry Hill  E/M 
0097 Collington Square  E/M 
0160 Dr. Carter Godwin Woodson  E/M 
0042 Garrison  M 
0210 Hazelwood  E/M 
0215 Highlandtown  E 
0057 Lombard M 
0204 Mary E. Rodman  E 
0049 Northeast  M 
0089 Rognel Heights E 
0098 Samuel F.B. Morse E 
0255 Southeast Middle M 
0013 Tench Tilghman  E 
0080 West Baltimore  M 
020  9 Winston M   

3. The schools listed below missed AYP in the Special Education subgroup only. 
They will continue to operate under their current, MSDE-approved alternative governance structure—

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

No  
additional actions 
required of these 

schools. 
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ATTACHMENT 4 
 

the Restructuring Implementation Specialist (RIS)—provided the RIS is in accordance with the newly 
required system-wide Corrective Actions. These schools are subject to an additional requirement: 
The RIS must hold MSDE certification in Special Education and be highly qualified.  

 
SScchhoooollss  MMiissssiinngg  22000055  AAYYPP  iinn  SSppeecciiaall  EEdduuccaattiioonn  SSuubbggrroouupp  OOnnllyy  
School # School Name 

0085 Fort Worthington Elementary 
0023 General Wolfe Elementary  

0134 Walter P. Carter Elementary 
 
 
4. The schools listed below are Derivative High Schools—new, smaller high schools 

created by the breakup of large neighborhood High Schools in Improvement under the implementation 
of the Baltimore City High School Blue Print Reform Model. These schools will be closely monitored by 
MSDE as a clearer picture of their student achievement emerges. 

 

OOnnee  aaddddiittiioonnaall  
rreeqquuiirreemmeenntt  ffoorr  
tthheessee  sscchhoooollss:: 
RIS to Hold MSDE 
Special Education 

Certification and be 
Highly Qualified. 

DDeerriivvaattiivvee  HHiigghh  SScchhoooollss  ((ssiinnccee  22000033))  
School # School Name 
0420 Dr. Samuel L. Banks  
0425 Fairmount Harford  
0426 Lake Clifton Ed Complex 
0419 Reginald F. Lewis  
0424 Thurgood Marshall  
0418 W E B Debois  

 

NNoo  aaddddiittiioonnaall  
rreeqquuiirreemmeennttss  

ffoorr  tthheessee  
sscchhoooollss,,    

bbuutt  cclloosseellyy  
mmoonniittoorreedd  bbyy  

MMSSDDEE..  

 
 
5. The schools listed below have been in School Improvement at least since 1997. 

They will continue to operate under their current, MSDE-approved alternative governance structure—
the Restructuring Implementation Specialist (RIS)—provided the RIS is in accordance with the newly 
required system-wide Corrective Actions. The schools identified with asterisks demonstrated little 
to no improvement in mathematics on the MSA, and are therefore subject to an additional 
requirement: The RIS must hold MSDE certification in mathematics and be highly qualified. 

 

SScchhoooollss  EEnntteerriinngg  SScchhooooll  IImmpprroovveemmeenntt  iinn  11999977  oorr  EEaarrlliieerr  

School # School Name Elementary (E), Middle (M),  
Combined (E/M) 

0164 Arundel* E/M 
0246 Beechfield  E 
0027 Commodore John Rodgers* E 
0011 Eutaw-Marshburn E 
0214 Guilford  E/M 
0138 Harriet Tubman  E 
0229 Holabird* E 
0225 Westport Academy* E 

  
OOnnee  aaddddiittiioonnaall  
rreeqquuiirreemmeenntt  ffoorr  

aasstteerriisskkeedd**  
sscchhoooollss::    

RRIISS  ttoo  HHoolldd  MMSSDDEE  
MMaatthheemmaattiiccss  

CCeerrttiiffiiccaattiioonn  aanndd  bbee  
HHiigghhllyy  QQuuaalliiffiieedd..  

 
 
6. The following middle schools have been in school improvement beginning in 

1997 or earlier.  Achievement is very low, declining, or erratic. Baltimore City Public School 
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System has the choice of engaging a third-party entity to manage the school or re-opening the school 
as a public charter school, with the new governance beginning the 2007-2008 school year. 

 
MMiiddddllee  SScchhoooollss  iinn  IImmpprroovveemmeenntt  SSiinnccee  11999977  oorr  EEaarrlliieerr  

0075 Calverton 
0046 Chinquapin  
0162 Diggs-Johnson 
0082 Dr. Roland N.Patterson*  
0041 Hamilton  
0170 Thurgood Marshall  
0079 William H. Lemmel  

 

RReeqquuiirreedd  ffoorr  
  tthheessee  sscchhoooollss::    

TThhiirrdd--PPaarrttyy  
EEnnttiittyy  oorr  

BBeeccoommee  PPuubblliicc  
CChhaarrtteerr  SScchhooooll   
(Baltimore City’s 

choice)  
* Closing (proposed by BCPSS) 

 
 

7. The high schools listed below have been in improvement since 1997 or before.  
They are the most serious of schools in improvement. MSDE will begin the RFP 
process to engage third-party entities to assume governance of the schools beginning the 2007-2008 
school year. 

 
HHiigghh  SScchhoooollss  iinn  IImmpprroovveemmeenntt  ssiinnccee  11999977  oorr  EEaarrlliieerr  

0450 Frederick Douglass 
0401 Northwestern  
0405 Patterson  
0412 Southwestern High* 

RReeqquuiirreedd  ffoorr  
tthheessee  sscchhoooollss::    

MMSSDDEE  ttoo  
EEnnggaaggee    

TThhiirrdd--PPaarrttyy  
EEnnttiittyy  * Closing (proposed by BCPSS) 
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